REMARKS 

Claims 1, 4-13, and 16-22 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 13, and 21 are 
independent. By the foregoing Amendment, Applicants have canceled claims 2-3 and 14-15 
without prejudice or disclaimer and have amended claims 1, 4-5, 8, 13, 16, and 18-20. These 
changes are believed to introduce no new matter and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Objection to the Specification 
In the Office Action, the Examiner objected to the Specification citing informalities. By 
the foregoing Amendment, Applicants have amended the Cross Reference to Related 
Applications as required by the Examiner. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection. 

Rejection of Claims 1-2, 8-14, and 20-22 Under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) and S102(e) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-2, 8-14, and 20-22 under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(b) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No 5,054,878 to Gergely (hereinafter "Gergely") and 
rejected claims 1-2, 4, 8-14, and 20-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as anticipated by U.S. Patent No 
6,548,796 to Silvermintz (hereinafter "Silvermintz"). A claim is anticipated only if each and 
every element of the claim is found in a reference. (MPEP §2131 citing Verdegaal Bros. v. 
Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628 (Fed. Cir. 1987)). The identical invention must be 
shown in as complete detail as is contained in the claim. Id. citing Richardson v, Suzuki Motor 
Co., 868 F.2d 1226,1236 (Fed. Cir. 1989)). Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claim 1 now recites in pertinent part "a spatialfy-extended light source including a laser 
to generate a mode-scrambled optical signal, the spatially extended light source further including 
a segment of multimode fiber having a first end positioned to receive a laser optical signal 
produced by the laser and a second end fi-om which a mode-scrambled optical signal is emitted 
and wherein a portion of the segment of multimode fiber is configured in a series of alternating 
loops'' (emphasis added). The Examiner concedes that neither Gergely nor Silvermintz teaches 
this embodiment. Thus the Examiner has conceded that neither Gergely nor Silvermintz 
anticipates claim 1 . 
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Claim 2 has been canceled rendering the rejection of it moot. Claims 4 and 8-12 properly 
depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully submit is patentable over Gergely and/or 
Silvermintz. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submits that claims 4 and 8-12 are patentable 
for at least the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable.(MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully requests that 
the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejections to claim 2, 4, and 8-12. 

Claim 13 now recites in pertinent part "producing a mode-scrambled modulated optical 
signal with a spatially-extended light source by: operatively coupling a segment ofmultimode 
fiber configured in a series of alternating loops'' (emphasis added). Again, the Examiner 
concedes that neither Gergely nor Silvermintz teaches this embodiment. Thus the Examiner has 
conceded that neither Gergely nor Silvermintz anticipates claim 13. 

Claim 14 has been canceled rendering the rejection of it moot. Claims 18-20 properly 
depend from claim 13, which Applicants respectfully submit is patentable over Gergely and/or 
Silvermintz. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submits that claims 18-20 are patentable for at 
least the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable.(MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 
1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully requests that the 
Examiner reconsider and remove the rejections to claims 13-14 and 18-20. 

Claim 21 now recites in pertinent part "means for generating a spatially-scrambled 
optical signal that functions as an extended light source, wherein the means for generating a 
spatially-scrambled optical signal comprises an optical fiber segment configured in a series of 
alternating loops'' (emphasis added). The Examiner has conceded that neither Gergely nor 
Silvermintz teaches this embodiment and that therefore neither Gergely nor Silvermintz 
anticipates claim 21. 

Claim 22 properly depends from claim 21, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable over Gergely and/or Silvermintz. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submits that 
claim 22 is patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 21 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 
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(citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejections to claims 21-22. 

Rejection of Claims 3-5, 7, 15-16. and 18-19 Under 35 U.S.C. S103fa) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 3-5, 7, 15-16, and 18-19 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Gergely. To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, an 
Examiner must show three things: (1) that there is some suggestion or motivation to modify a 
reference or combine reference teachings to arrive at the claimed invention, (2) that there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success, and (3) that the references teach or suggest each and 
every element of the claimed invention. (MPEP §2143.) Applicants respectfully traverses the 
rejection. 

As for claims 3 and 15, the Examiner states that "Gergely [] does not explicitly teach that 
multimode fiber is configured in a series of alternating loops (claims 3 and 15). A person of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized the well 
known use in the art of having a mode scrambling effect from a multimode fiber that was 
coimected in a series of alternating loops. Alternating loops in multimode fiber art create 
improved signals and diverse capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take 
ordinary skill in the art to modify." Applicants respectfully disagree. 

If the Examiner intends to support a conclusion of obviousness using the statement that 
"A person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized 
the well known use in the art of having a mode scrambling effect fi'om a multimode fiber that 
was connected in a series of alternating loops. Alternating loops in muhimode fiber art create 
improved signals and diverse capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take 
ordinary skill in the art to modify," Applicants respectfully request the Examiner provide a 
reference or affidavit pursuant to MPEP. §2144.03 to support that statement. Absent such an 
affidavit or reference, the Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claims. 
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Alternatively, if the Examiner is relying on the statement that "A person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized the well known use in the 
art of having a mode scrambling effect from a multimode fiber that was connected in a series of 
altemating loops. Alternating loops in multimode fiber art create improved signals and diverse 
capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take ordinary skill in the art to modify,'' 
Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner to MPEP §2143.01, which points out that a 
statement that modifications to a cited reference would have been well within the ordinary skill 
of the art at the time the claimed invention was made is insufficient to support an obviousness 
rejection. Support must be found in the references themselves. Absent such support, the 
Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to the claims. 

Because the Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness of claims 3 
and 15 over Gergely Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and remove 
the rejection of claims 3 and 15. Claim 14 has been canceled rendering the rejection of it moot. 
Claims 4-5 and 7 properly depend from claim 1, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable over Gergely. Claims 16 and 18-19 properly depend from claim 13, which Applicants 
respectfully submit is patentable over Gergely. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 4-5 and 7 are patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. Claims 
16 and 18-19 are patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable.(MPEP 
§2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejections to 
claims 3-5, 7, 15-16, and 18-19. 

Rejection of Claims 3-5. 7, and 15-16 Under 35 U.S.C. S103(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 3-5, 7, and 15-16 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as unpatentable over Silvermintz. Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

As for claims 3 and 15, the Examiner states that "Silvermintz [] does not explicitly teach 
that multimode fiber is configured in a series of altemating loops (claims 3 and 15). A person of 
ordmary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized the well 
known use in the art of having a mode scrambling effect from a multimode fiber that was 
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connected in a series of alternating loops. Alternating loops in multimode fiber art create 
improved signals and diverse capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take 
ordinary skill in the art to modify," Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner. 

If the Examiner intends to support a conclusion of obviousness using the statement that 
"A person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized 
the well known use in the art of having a mode scrambling effect from a multimode fiber that 
was connected in a series of alternating loops. Alternating loops in multimode fiber art create 
improved signals and diverse capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take 
ordinary skill in the art to modify," Applicants respectfully request the Examiner provide a 
reference or affidavit pursuant to MPEP. §2144.03 to support that statement. Absent such an 
affidavit or reference, the Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness with 
respect to claims. 

Alternatively, if the Examiner is relying on the statement that "A person of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made would have recognized the well known use in the 
art of having a mode scrambling effect firom a multimode fiber that was connected in a series of 
altemating loops. Alternating loops in multimode fiber art create improved signals and diverse 
capabilities for the mode-scrambling, which would only take ordinary skill in the art to modify,'' 
Applicants respectfully direct the Examiner to MPEP §2143.01, which points out that a 
statement that modifications to a cited reference would have been well within the ordinary skill 
of the art at the time the claimed invention was made is insufficient to support an obviousness 
rejection. Support must be foxmd in the references themselves. Absent such support, the 
Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to the claims. 

Because the Examiner has not made out a prima facie case of obviousness of claims 3 
and 15 over Silvermintz, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
remove the rejection of claims 3 and 15. Claim 14 has been canceled rendering the rejection of it 
moot. Claims 5 and 7 properly depend firom claim 1, which Applicants respectfully submit is 
patentable over Silvermintz. Claim 16 properly depends firom claim 13, which Applicants 
respectfully submit is patentable over Silvermintz. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submits 
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that claim 5 and 7 are patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable and that 
claim 16 is patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 13 is patentable.(MPEP §2143.03 
(citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicants 
respectfully requests that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejections to claims 3-5, 7, and 
15-16. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit that all grounds for objection and/or rejection have been properly 
traversed, acconunodated, or rendered moot and that the application is now in condition for 
allowance. The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned representative if the Examiner 
believes that an interview might be useful for any reason. 

Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN 

Date: 




Little-Washington 
Ceg. No. 41,181 
(206) 292-8600 
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